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change to j of i or e in unaccented endings, or before a vowel bearing the 
accent (faciamus). In the Romance languages, either assimilation to preceding 
consonant or some palatal sound results, cf. Sard._/?z« =filium, It. facciamo = 
faciamus, debba = debeat, etc. (6) The lengthening of short accented vowels 
before single consonants, although this admits of a different explanation. (7) 
The omission of u. i, e in the penultimate of proparoxytones, as shown in the 
poplum. tabids, etc., of inscriptions, so soldus. caldus. etc. (8) The shifting of 
the accent from the antepenult to penult and vice versa in special cases, e. g. 
Sard, lentdlu = Lat. linteolum. Sard, intriu. Span, entero = Lat. integrum. (9) 
In the case of ch.ph. th. only the mute obtains recognition in the vulgar Latin 
and Romance, cf. Ital. braccio. Span, brazo. (10) Changes in the guttural series 
cannot be brought under rules. Loss of medial g, as in Sard, vinti, Fr. vingt, 
can only be proved for Romance, and how far the sound of c, g before e and i 
varied from that before a, o and u cannot be proved, as the Sardinian preserves 
the hard sound, while elsewhere c, g before e, i pass into sibilants. In word- 
formation (11) -arius replaced by -erius. -tulus by -cuius, itus, -tus, -sus by -utus, 
cf. It. tenuto for tentus, not found in Sardinian. (12) The preference for the 
inchoative formation in certain Romance dialects and in vulgar Latin. (13) 
The strengthening of the demonstrative pronoun by ecce and eccwn. (14) The 
coincidence in form, in the Romance languages, of the imperfect indicative of 
verbs of the 2-4 conjugation. This would seem to prove the existence, in 
early Latin, of a class of imperfects like *flore-am from floreo, *finiam from 
finio (cf. erarri). while in the first conjugation, as amaas would have been 
contracted into amas, the form in -bam held its own, and in the literary language 
prevailed also in the other conjugations. 

The article closes with an alphabetical list (abbreviare — but/is) of vulgar 
Latin words deduced from the Romance languages. This list contains much 
that is suggestive, and is to be continued. 

Under the title " Kirchengeschichtliche Anecdota und ihr sprachlicher 
Wert," pp. 255-66, Phil. Weber discusses many peculiarities of ecclesiastical 
Latin. We may notice the form ilium as neuter, veteras, frigores after the 
analogy of calores. the superlative scelerentissimus to be compared with pientis- 
simus, found in inscriptions. 

Fr. Vogel, who is about to make a new edition of Ennodius, points out 
some of the features of that author's style (Ennodiana, pp. 267-71), and shows 
how he was unable to fully emancipate himself from the faults of his time. 
Accidere and accedere have become one word and both make the perfect accessi. 
subripui acts as perfect of subripere and subrepere, onus is confused with honorem. 
Some 21 new words are given. 

The rest of the number is given up to Miscellen, and closes with an appre- 
ciative notice of the lamented Gustav Lowe, by his colleague, Ivo Bruns. 

M. Warren. 



Observations sur Thucydide I xi. Par M. W. Humphreys (Melanges Graux). 

Prof. M. W. Humphreys has contributed to the Melanges Graux an article 
in which he undertakes to demonstrate that in Thuc. I II, 1. 4, we should read 
hKpaTrfiqaav for iKparrjoav. which the editions exhibit. The suggestion was 
made long ago by Thiersch. No exception can be taken to the statement 
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made by Prof. Humphreys of the proposition which Thucydides is endeavoring 
to prove ; viz. " que les ressources des Grecs dans ces temps recules etaient 
tres limitees, et que c'etait la seule cause pourquoi ils n'ont pas reussi a 
triompher des Troyens dans un bref delai." It was not, Thuc. says, want of 
population, but want of capital (hxprifiaTia) which made the Greeks convey to 
Troy so comparatively small a force, rf/c yap rpofi/g airopia t6v re arparbv 
i?.daaa fiyayov Kal boov jj%.m£ov air66ev irolepovvra fjiorevaeiv • eneitii) de a<f>w6p.evoi. 
pa.X>) inpaTTjaav (dfjlov de • to yap ipvpa T<j> aTparoiredij) ova av trux'toavTo), 
(JKihovrai <5' ot><5' evravffa iraari ttj dwdpei xPV^dpevoi, d/Ud npbg yeapyiav T7jc 
XepGovyoov rpartdfievoi Kal XrfOTeiav r-fjg Tpofyfjc awopia. rf Kal jxaXXov 01 Tp&ec 
aiiTfjv dtewrrappevuv ra deKa Irrf avrelx ov flip, r0 ^C ® £ i virohenrofievotc avTiiraXot, 
ivTeg. neptovciav Si el ifkBov exovreg rpofrjg Kal bvreg adpdoi dvev ^.tjarelag Kal 
yeopyiag <-wex&g rbv noXefiov 6c£tpepov, padiog av fid-XV Kparnvvre^ eWov, 01 ye 
Kal owe adpdoi aXXa ftepei Tip del TrapbvTi avrelxov, ■n-o?uopKi.a 6' av TrpooKadet^ofievoi 
ev eKdaaovi re xp6v<t> Kal ajrovurepov rfjv Tpoiav e'tlov. 

Prof. Humphreys assumes in his first section that the battle spoken of in 
1. 3, whether successful or unsuccessful, must have taken place after the Greek 
forces had been divided, part having been already dispatched to secure 
provisions for the rest : " il ne faut pas oublier que Thucydide veut dire que 
les forces grecques etaient divisees avant le premier engagement." The 
reason alleged for this assumption is that the contrary supposition would be 
inconsistent with the proper interpretation of the words in 1. 8, paSlug av paxy 
ktc., the proof of which is to be given further on. When we look to see what 
this is, we are told that paSiug av pdxy Kparovvreg elXov " indique une prise 
d'assaut, ou bien une prise soudaine a force armee," and that this interpreta- 
tion needs no proof unless Kriiger is right — " lorsqu'il presume que paxy 
Kparovvreg a rapport a pd-xrj mpdrijcav du §1." In his note on these last words 
Kr. uses them as an argument to prove " dass nicht etwa vorher eKparr/dijoav zu 
lesen sei," and, indeed, one does not see on what grounds Thuc. could have 
assumed that the collective Greeks were incontestably more than a match for 
the Trojans, if their superiority had not been put beyond dispute by at least 
one victory. But it seems that Prof. Humphreys is wrong in interpreting 
Krtlger's meaning : " si fmxv Kparovvreg indique une victoire gagnee de prime 
abord, ces mots doivent signifier ceci : 'puisque ils gagnerent une victoire' 
\mlme avec des forces divistfes]." These last words, which are printed just as 
Prof. H. has them, are, it is needless to say, not supported by anything in Kr. 
If they be inserted, then it is indeed correct to say, as he proceeds, " Mais si 
tel etait le sens, ce membre de phrase, o"i ye Kal ovk adpioi aXka pepei ru ael 
wapaTVxovTi [Kruger's conjecture for the MSS wapovri] avrelxov, serait tout a 
fait superflu et absurde." But it is evident that Kr. does not regard Kparovvreg 
as used for Kparrjaavreg , but only as inclusive of the first victory and other 
subsequent victories which would have ensued if the Greek forces had been 
kept together. For he renders Kparovvreg " als Sieger," referring to his gram- 
mar . §53- I. 3, where Kpara is classed with tpevyo, vwa, jjrrafiai, aSwa as having 
" neben ihier eigentlichen eine Art von Perfect-Bedeutung," and an example 
from Xenophonis quoted, rayada rav Kparovvrav eariv. And there is nothing 
in Kr. to justify the words au contraire in the following: " si, au contraire, 
nous mettons n&xv Kparovvreg en rapprochement avec ettov, et si nous en faisons 
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une partie de l'apodosis avec av," — for there can be no doubt that Kr. would 
make the same connection, since no one could possibly take uparovvTet as 
a part of the protasis, which is irepiovaiav <5e . . . 8ik<f>epov. 

So far as appears, then, the assumption with which Prof. Humphreys begins 
his argument is a purely gratuitous one, which certainly finds no direct support 
in the words of Thucydides, and is not established by anything which is 
subsequently alleged in the article. But is it a priori probable that the Greeks 
would have wished, or would have been able if they had wished, to send out, 
after arriving at the Troad, parties to cultivate the Chersonesus or to forage 
for provisions, before the Trojans attempted by a battle to prevent them from 
landing and securing a position on the coast ? ' Prof. Humphreys goes on to 
say that a fortification is more needed by a beaten than by a victorious army ; 
and that the Greeks would certainly have constructed one before fighting, if 
they felt bound to construct one in case they gained a victory. Thuc, he 
says, could not have inferred that a battle was fought before the fortification 
was made, unless he had supposed that the Trojans must have attacked the 
Greeks before they had time to fortify themselves after their landing, or unless 
he accepted as incontestable the assertion of Homer that the Trojans tried to 
hinder the disembarkation of the Greeks. It is true that this is implied in II. 
B 701 (of Protesilaos) : tov (!' Hrave Adpdavoc avrjp | vrji( airoBpoanovTa iroTvb 
■KpuTiarav 'Axaiov. But as this statement is " noye dans le catalogue des 
vaisseaux, et a peine mentionne dans deux ou trois autres passages" [0 705, 
n 286, N 681], and Thuc. nowhere asserts that he accepts all Homer's details 
(" il n'avoue pas accepter les details fournis par Homere "), Prof. H. thinks 
that Thuc. would not have tacitly accepted it as in accordance with the fact. 
It is, of course, true that Thuc. nowhere binds himself to admit all that Homer 
asserts ; but, on the other hand, he nowhere discredits him further than by 
such an expression as el t.u iicavbc TeK/M/pcocai, c. 9. 3 (cf. c. 3. 2). Why should 
he be assumed without evidence in this case to reject Homer's testimony, 
when the fact is antecedently so exceedingly probable ? And the fact that 
to ipvfia is here spoken of as constructed at the beginning of the war does 
not justify us in saying that " sans discussion il ramene la construction de 
retranchements, de la dixieme annee, au commencement de la guerre "; for 
Thuc. is here following some other authority than ' our Homer ' (as Goeller, 
Poppo, Classen, Boehme, and van Herwerden assert, therein following the 
scholiast); and as he must have done also in saying that the Greeks Trpoc yeopyiav 
rijg Xepoovqoov rpairkodai, for this is not mentioned in our existing poem. This 
theory is too lightly dismissed with the words " il n'est pas necessaire de 
discuter cette question." 

Prof. H. goes on to say that the active inpaTriaav implies that a beaten army 
could not remain long enough in the neighborhood of the field of battle to 
fortify itself; but that this is not the case, and that Thuc. himself gives us 

1 What was probably the real state of the case is well expressed by Goeller, in opposition to 
the conjecture of Thiersch : " adde quod vulgaris fama fuit, Graecos non post appulsas naves 
cum Troianis primum pugnasse, sed appellendarum navium causa, id quod Troiani impedire 
volebant. In quo conatu appellendi si Graeci victi essent, futurum erat, non tantum ut castra 
non munirent, sed ut ne appellerent quidem, siquidem sponte intelligitur sic futurum fuisse, ut 
in naves reiicerentur." 
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instances to the contrary. There may, no doubt, be cases in which an army 
entrenches itself after a defeat ; but it is to be regretted that Prof. H. has not 
been careful to give us the references here ; the only passage he adduces (V 73) 
does not seem to bear on the question ; and the opinion of Thucydides himself 
may be inferred from the words he places in the mouth of Nikias, in his speech 
before the Sicilian expedition, VI 23, 2. Nikias does not represent that the 
business of securing its position may be safely postponed by an invading army 
till a defeat has been incurred, but he insists that irpmei ry •KpitTi) fifikpa y av 
KCLTaGx<->Gtv ebdvg upareiv ttjq yjj^. 

Prof. H. next insists on the " expression energique obd' evravOa." The word 
kvTaWa refers not only to the arrival (cupinofievot), but also to its result, the 
assumed victory. " Nous avons done, ici, un enonce etonnant: 'pas mime dans 
ces circonstances ils ne se sont servis de la totalite de leur armee'; e'est-a-dire 
que fas meme une victoire ne les a induits a se servir de toute l'armee en 
campagne ! C'est precisement une victoire qui aurait rendu mains necessaire 
la requisition de toute l'armee. Pourquoi done cet oi>6' evravdal" But is it 
certain that this is a correct account of the matter? The reasoning seems 
rather to be as follows : the Greeks came to the Troad, and fought a successful 
battle. Now if they had brought with them adequate supplies, so that they 
could have kept together the army, which was proved, by this first engagement, 
to be more than a match for the Trojans, they might have followed up their 
success and taken the city. But, notwithstanding this first and promising 
victory, their supplies were so far from sufficient that they were unable (ovc)' 
hravBa) to maintain a united force, but were compelled to detach portions of their 
troops for purposes of plunder and tillage, and thus to reduce their numbers 
so far that the Trojans were able to stand their ground against toic ad molu- 
irn/ievoic If they had lost a battle, would their supplies have been any more 
adequate, would they have been any less under the necessity of sending out 
foraging parties, than if they had won it ? Unless indeed we suppose that in 
the assumed defeat the Greeks lost so heavily that they had, say, only half the 
number of mouths to fill. The words a\la fl-pdf yeupyiav . . . airopia, 1. 4, would 
seem to one who was not Biaw Sia<pvX6.TTav to imply that it was only after the 
battle that parties were dispatched to secure provisions; but Prof. H. will not 
hear of this : " il faut remarquer ici que le membre de phrase alia irpoc ycup. 
ylav . . . airopia n'indique pas que l'armee n'ait pas ete divisee avant ce moment : 
il est ajoute par maniere d'eclaircissement ou d'exemple. Des fourageurs 
avaient dfl certainment piller d'abord la Troade et les contrees environnantes, 
et c'est ce qu'ils ont fait selon le recit d'Homere." If the last words mean 
that Homer tells us that parties of Greeks were sent out on forage before any 
batik had been fought, it would be interesting to have the references. 

The consequences which would have resulted if the forces of the Greeks 
could have been kept together are expressed by Thuc. in the two sentences, 
1. 8 paSiac; av kts., and 1. 9 mliopnia S 1 av kt£. Prof. H. renders the former : 
" ils auraient aisement gagne une victoire et pris la ville [si les Troyens leur 
avaient livre bataille en rase campagne];" the latter: "et meme en cas qu'un 
siege eftt ete necessaire [e'est-a-dire, les Troyens refusant un engagement 
en plein champ], ils auraient encore pris Troie avee moins de difficulte et en 
moins de temps que les dix annees qui furent rendues necessaires pour en 
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effectuer la prise." It is clear that Prof. H. regards a successful battle in the 
field and a regularly formed blockade as alternative or parallel means of 
taking Troy. In this Prof. Jowett agrees with him, saying " the two supposi- 
tions are really alternatives, but the writer prefers to put them in a conjunctive 
rather than in a disjunctive form." This would seem to be a very arbitrary 
way of writing, and does not appear to present the real state of the case ; and 
even if we admitted that such was the relation of the two clauses, would Si 
be the proper conjunction to attach the second member to the first? Prof. 
Humphreys implies, by the parenthetical clauses he inserts, that, if the Greek 
army had held together, the only chance for an avajiTirjatQ naKusv for the Trojans 
lay in their refusing a pitched battle. But they surely might have suffered a 
defeat in the field, and then have defended themselves behind their walls. 
The clause in 1. 9 ■KokiopKiq. ft 1 av ktI. is used rather to express the second 
stage in the success which would have attended the Greek force, if it could 
have been kept together. The Greeks, in that case, would have not only 
proved superior {ulov) in the field as they were at first, but also would have 
formed a regular siege and captured the city with much less trouble and time 
than were actually needed. It is true that to bring this sense out with perfect 
clearness it would seem natural to insert fih after padiug. There are, however, 
a good many places where fiiv might be expected but is not found. In c. 12, 
1. 7, Ttjv fiev vvv Boiuriav, the /lev is inserted by Bekker, Classen, Stahl and 
Shilleto on the authority of inferior MSS, but is left out by Poppo, Boehme, and 
van Herwerden. In c. 19, 1. 2; c. 56, 1. 6; iv. 7, 1. 2, expressions occur, in 
which what is opposed to a following de-clause is not marked by pkv. The 
difficulty occasioned by the repetition of eOmi is not really surmounted by 
Prof. Humphreys' version. If we do not resort to the violent remedy adopted 
by Stahl and van Herwerden and omit the former ellov, we may, with Herbst, 
Philol. XVI 2S8, supply with it the object roiic Tpoag, ' would have defeated 
the Trojans '; or, perhaps better, regard it as used intransitively, ' have proved 
superior,' after the analogy of 6 /Wyof aipel. 1 

It will, I think, be admitted that Prof. H. has not shown that the reading he 
defends has such incontestable merits as to justify its admission into the text 
against the authority of all MSS, though it may be true that for it "au point 
de vue paleographique, 6u plutSt diplomatique, il n'est pas besoin d'apologie." 
Though it was proposed in the early part of the century by Thiersch, 2 it has 
been accepted by no one of the editors ; neither Goeller, nor Bekker, nor 
Poppo, nor Arnold, nor Classen, nor Boehme, nor Shilleto, nor Stahl, nor van 
Herwerden has admitted it into his text. The only scholar of note who has 
defended it, so far as I know, is Cobet, who, in his review of Herwerden's 
edition in Mnem. VIII 69, says that H, ought to have admitted Thiersch's 

1 1 suggest this mode of explanation with much diffidence. If any one will read the passage 
over, inserting a fiev after pa&ws, I think he will perceive that a good sense is obtained. On 
the other hand, if the former el\ov is omitted, the 5<f seems to me to present a formidable diffi- 
culty, whether with Stahl the apodosis is made to begin at TroAiopieta 5« or with van Herwerden 
at pafo'ws. 

2 I have not been able to see the paper in which Thiersch made this suggestion ; but Goeller 
quotes what is probably its most material part : " Victores si Graeci extiterant, non opus habe- 
bant castra munire. Contra si victi essent, illis munimentis opus erat." Against this reasoning 
Goeller argues at great length. 
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conjecture, van Herwerden is sufficiently inclined to accept Cobet's sugges- 
tions, as is shown by nearly every page of his edition ; but in this case he has 
not been convinced. For in Mnem. XI 59, in an article entitled ' Paralipomena 
Thucydidea,' he calls attention to many oversights and errors which he now 
detects in his edition, but he passes over without notice the advice of his master 
in this particular. And yet there is one respect — not insisted upon, however, 
by Prof. Humphreys — in which the reading iKparifiriaav would have a great 
advantage over the active form ; for the active requires us to render ova av 
erecxtaavro munire non potuissent, instead of non munivissenl. Mehlhorn 
pointed out (in Jahrb. IX 403) this difficulty, and proposed a way of his own ' 
to get rid of it. The renderings given in the notes rather evade than surmount 
it ; for example, this of Shilleto's : " ' it is obvious they did win the battle, for 
else they would not have,' etc., i. e. without a victory they would not have been 
in a position to intrench themselves behind a rampart "; or this of Kriiger's : 
" tie hatten das Lager nicht befestigt, waren daran gehindert worden." How- 
ever, it must be recognized that av can be used with the past tenses in Greek 
where, as Aken, T. u. M. §72, expresses it, "keine Nichtwirklichkeit, sondern 
nur eine Moglichkeit der Vergangenheit, ausgesprochen ist," even in cases 
where the subject is perfectly definite. As an example not quoted by him or 
by Baumlein, Modi, p. 148, may be cited Dem. 9, 13: eit' ohotf avrov, 01 
eKoir/aav flip ovdev av nanov, pf/ nattelv 6' Ifyvkat-avT' av ioo>c, tovtovq fj.lv egairardv 
alpeladat fiaXknv are., where h-aoirjaav av must be rendered 'could have done.' 
Compare also Thuc. VI 2, 4. 

C. D. Morris. 

Two Papers by Karl Brugmann. 

These two papers are reprints from the Transactions of the Saxon Academy. 
They were read by Leskien for K. Brugmann in 1883. They treat of several 
interesting matters, of which only one can be here spoken of in detail. The 
first and longest is on the Gr. apa, ap, pa, and the ostensible purpose of the 
essay is to show that the Greek particles are identical in function and probably 
in origin with the Lithuanian ir. A very clear scheme of the uses of these 
particles is given, and ample citations are made from Greek and Lithuanian, 
which seem to show a correspondence in use so remarkable that it is strange 
that a suggestion of their kinship should not have been made before, which, it 
may be inferred from Brugmann's language, has not been done. In cases like 
wc apa (JMjvijoat;, and roloc apa Tpauv r/yr/Topeg ijVT 1 hnl nvp-yu, where Brugmann 
represents that the particle adds on no new thought, but merely shows that what 
has been detailed before is repeated in brief, he knows only one similar instance 
of the employment of Ir, but this, he says, is unmistakable. The development 
of the uses of apa does not differ essentially from that elaborated by Heller in 
Philol. XIII and Nagelsbach, and in regard to the origin of the particles Br. 
adheres to their old connection with the root of apapicnu. As to their phonetic 
connection, Br. manifests a truly scientific resolution to advance not one step 
beyond what facts warrant. Though all the examples cited have shown that 
apa, ap, pa are absolutely destitute of functional difference, it must not be 

1 He says that the parenthesis has relation not to what precedes, but to what follows, under- 
standing «i cxpijo-nvro iracrn rjj Swa/iei. This view, however, has been abundantly refuted. 



